ECCLESIASTICAL COMMISSION (IRELAND). 


RETURN to an Order of the Honourable The House of Commons, 
dated 28 April 1868 ;— /or, 


COPY " of Observations on Dr. Maziere Brady's Letter to ‘ The Times/ 
of the 26th day of March 1866, by the Irish Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners, together with any Replies to the Observations addressed to 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners by Dr. Meniere Brady." 


SCHEDULE. 


No. 1— Observations of the Commissioners on Dr. Brody's Letter to " The Times’ * 1 * - 
No. 2 — Letter from Dr. Brady to the Commissioners, dated 21st December 1867 
No. 3. Letter from Dr. Brady to the Commissioners, dated 8th January 1868 - 


— No. 1.— 

Observations on Dr. Brady's Letter to “ The Times ” on the Revenues of the 
Anglo-Irish Church. 

Dr. Bradt asserts that Lord Dufferin was in error in speaking of the revenues 

ol the Irish Church as amounting to 420,000 l. a year, and further asserts that 
they probably exceed 700,000 l He attributes Lord Dufferin’s supposed error 
to the Return of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland (generaliv known 
as btaokpoole’s Return), which stated the net value, including bishoprics, at 
448,94 3 L and he denies that there are any reliable returns of the revenues of 
the Establishment m Ireland. His proofs consist in this, that there are four 
items not included in the return in question : — 1st. The Value of Glebe Houses ; 
.. n , :; ,llral ^ s Stipends ; 3rd. Pew Rents ; 4th. The Income of the Ecelesias- 
tical Commissioners. 

As to the 1st— Glebe Houses (as distinguished from glebe lands, the value of 
which is in all cases included in Stackpoole’s Return). The reason that their 
value was not returned by the Commissioners was simply because they know, 
and can know, nothing about it; and in making their return to the Lord Lieu- 
tenant they expressly limited it to their official knowledge. The Church Tem- 
poralities Act (3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, s. 18) precludes them from including the 
value of see houses or glebe houses in the valuations directed to be. made by 
them by that statute, and they, therefore, have no power of inquiring into 
their value, and are, in fact, ignorant what their value is. 

That glebe houses should in fairness be excluded appears from this, that in 
addition to the heavy liability that every clergyman is under to keep his glebe 
house in thorough repair, free from ecclesiastical dilapidation, nearly every 
clergyman on his appointment to a living has to pay out of his own pocket a 
large part of the original cost of building the glebe house (where there is one), 
and, therefore, ought rather to be considered as having purchased the use of 
the house during his incumbency, than as the actual owner in right of his bene- 
fice. Even in the comparatively rare case of a glebe house without any build- 
ing charge on the living, it must be recollected that though the present incum- 
bent may not have had to pay, his predecessors had to do so ; so that he has 
the same right to it that an heir has to a house built at the expense of his 
ancestors. It was doubtless on such considerations as these that the Legislature 
in passing 3 & 4 Will. 4, c. 37, directed the value of glebe houses to be ex- 
cluded. 

3 74. A 2nd. As 
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2nd. As to Curates’ Stipends : — 

'I Tie Ecclesiastical Commissioners were only called upon to give, and only 
professed to give, tlie value of livings, not stipendiary curacies (all perpetual 
curacies are included). Of those livings, they with perfect fairness gave first 
the gross value, and then the net value, distinguishing in distinct columns 
where their knowledge was complete, and where imperfect. 

In estimating the net value of livings over 300 L a year, they deducted 
curates’ salaries, hut only in the cases directed by the statute, i. c., where the 
curates are regularly licensed, and the incumbents actually resident. 

Nothing, therefore, can be more unfounded than to assert, as Dr. Brady does, 
that the net value as given by the Commissioners, “ in many instances, as in 
the case of sick, absent, and rich incumbents, represents the net sum paid to 
clergymen for doing no clerical duty whatever.” 

It "is, therefore, an error to assert that the salaries of 062 curates (assuming 
Dr. Brady’s number to be correct, for argument’s sake) ought to be added to 
the net value as returned by the Commissioners. 

Many of those curates’ salaries have not been deducted in estimating the 
net value, and, therefore, cannot be added to the return. They are of three 
classes — 1st. Curates of non-resident incumbents, whether absent by license or 
not ; 2nd. Curates not formally licensed, of whom there are a considerable 
number ; 3rd. Curates of incumbents under 300 l. a year, of whom the Com- 
missioners know nothing, never having been called on to allow their salaries as 
a deduction in valuing the living for tax. 

If, however, it were to be assumed that none of these 662 curates’ salaries 
were included in the net valuation of the livings, as given in Stackpoole’s Return, 
taking them at 85 l. each (which is a high average, most of them being only 
7 5 I-, and a few over 100 l. a year), the whole amount w r ould be about 56,270 l. 
a year; and if that be added to the 393,833 Z. 13 s. 1 <1. (the net value returned 
by the Commissioners after deducting bishoprics from the 448,943 /.), the total 
would be only 450,103 l. 13 s. Id. 

The average income of beneficed clergymen is 26 1 1. 

But if curates’ salaries are to be added to the revenues we should surely 
also add the curates to the clergy, and if this he done there will he 2,172 clergy- 
men (i. e., 1,510 4- 662) to he supported out of the 450,103 l., which will give 
an average of 207 /• 4 s. 6 d. to each, including deans, archdeacons, preben- 
daries, rectors, and curates ; reducing the average income of the clergy more 
than one-fifth. 

3rd. As to Pew Rents : — 

These are very inconsiderable in Ireland, and confined to a few proprietary 
chapels in three or four large towns. Until the late Statute, 26 & 27 Viet, 
c. 123, pew rents in even district parochial churches in towns were illegal. 
The amount of these pew rents’ is unknown to the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners, except in a very few cases, and so variable and dependant upon the 
popularity of the existing clergyman, and the free will of the laity, that it 
would be almost as fair to deem voluntary subscriptions part of the income or 
endowment of the church as pew rents. 

4th. As to the Income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners: — 

The great proportion of this fund goes in relief of the laity, not for the use 
of the clergy, having been substituted by the Church Temporalities Acts for 
church rates. 

The only parts of that income which go into the pockets of the clergy are 
the following'. — 

1st. About 12,600 L a year in lieu of what was called Ministers’ Money, 
in certain large towns, such as Dublin, Cork, Limerick, &c. This is already 
included in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners’ Returns of Value, and cannot 
be counted over again. 

2nd. About 6,000 1. a year paid in augmentation of small livings. 
This is also already included in the Ecclesiastical Commissioners’ Valu- 
ation, and cannot be counted over again. 

3rd. 1,978 Z. paid to incumbents of parishes of which the tithes have, 
been disappropriated, and transferred to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners., 

This 
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This is also included, and cannot be counted again. 

4th. 1,947 /• , or thereabouts, paid to curates whose salaries used to be 
paid by vestry or other assessments, prior to 1833. 

5th. 1,565 /•., or thereabouts, paid to curates of suspended benefices. 

6th. About 590/,, paid to vicars choral and choir men, pursuant to 
Statute 6 & 7 Will. 4, c. 99. 

These three latter sums, amounting in the whole to 4,100/. only, are the 
only parts of the income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners payable to the 
clergy which are not included (for the reason above stated) in their Return to 
Parliament. 

The rest of their income is expended — 

1st. In building, re-building, repairing, and enlarging churches, formerly 
done by Church Rates. 

2nd. In providing salaries for parish clerks and sextons, fuel, lighting, 
books, elements, and other church requisites, formerly furnished by way of 
vestry assessment. 

3rd. In the cost of collection, management, and other minor expenses 
enumerated in their Annual Report. 

It appears, therefore, that, even if curates’ salaries are to be considered 
part of the net revenues of the Church, distinct from the value of benefices. 
Lord Dufferin’s statement of 420,000 l. is much nearer the true net value than 
Dr. Brady’s 700,000 /.. especially if it be recollected that there are (to say 
nothing of the cost of collection) further deductions to a large amount, which, 
being officially unknown to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, were not deducted 
by them in estimating the net value, and applicable to no less than 1,070 of 
the 1,510 livings, which, being under 300 /. a year gross, were not liable to 
ecclesiastical tax. 


— No. 2. — 

Letter from Dr. Brady to the Commissioners, dated 21st December 1867. 

To the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland. 

My Lords and Gentlemen, 

In the course of a debate in the House of Lords in March 1866, the revenues 
of the Established Church in Ireland were stated at the small sum of 420,000 /. 
a year. As I knew that sum to be an understatement, and likely to mislead. I 
addressed to the editor of “ The Times” a letter, published in that paper of the 
26th of that month, in which letter I pointed to a return furnished by the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland as the probable source of the error, 
and indicated some of the particulars in which that return was defective. 

I was for 16 months unaware that my letter to c The Times’ had been, 
immediately after its publication, brought under your notice, and the first 
intimation 1 received of the result of your deliberations upon it, was from a 
pamphlet entitled, “ Facts respecting the Irish Church,” in the last edition of 
which I found the following statement : 

“ An able exposi of Dr. Brady’s fallacies respecting the revenues of the 
Irish Church, called £ Observations on Dr. Brady’s Letter to “ The Times,” 
prepared, it is understood, with the sanction of the Ecclesiastical Commis- 
sioners for Ireland, has recently been issued.” 

I was naturally amazed to learn, from such a source, the existence of such 
an official document, which, although stated to have been “ issued,” was not to 
be procured through any of the ordinary channels. I forthwith called upon 
your secretary, asked him, but in vain, for a copy, and, on the 1 3th of last 
August, wrote to him, requesting the Commissioners to “ favour me with a 
copy of these ‘ Observations,’ of which public use had thus been already made.” 
This letter remained unacknowledged and unanswered. Imagining that this 
remissness might have arisen from the absence of your officials during vacation, 

274 a 2 and 


Printed image digitised by the University of Southampton Library Digitisation Unit 



4 PAPERS RELATING TO THE 

and being myself much engaged, I did not repeat my request until the. 1 2th of 
October last. I then had the satisfaction of receiving a reply. It is m these 

WOr ^ S ’ « Ecclesiastical Commission, 

24, Upper Memon-street, Dublin, 

“ Reverend Sir, October 1867. 

“ I beg to inform you that the letter of the 13th August last,, referred to by you, was 
not received at this office ; but your letter of the 12th instant was laid before the Board 
at its meetino- on Thursday last, and I am directed to acquaint you that the Board decline 
to send you a copy of the paper referred to by you, the same having been prepared for 

private use only. _ „ 

“I am, &c. 

(signed) “ Robert F. Franks, Secretary.” 

“ The Rev. TV. M. Brady, D.D., Navan.” 

It is for you, my lords and gentlemen, to account for the application of funds 
entrusted to you for public purposes, to the preparation and printing of a 
document “ for private use only,” in reply to statements made in the most 
public manner. And it is for you also to explain how a document “ prepared 

for private use only,” came to the knowledge of a clergyman in no way con- 

nected with your office, and was, without any intimation to the person most 
concerned, offensively heralded as an “ able eocposk of Dr. Brady’s fallacies,” 
and as bearing the unwonted imprimateur of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
for Ireland. 

The “ Observations,” however, were destined to emerge from the secrecy 
which you had originally intended for them. In reply to a question put to the 
Chief Secretary for Ireland in the House of Commons, on the 6th of the present 
month, that nobleman said “ that, though the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
were not under the control of the Irish Government, hehad made inquiries on the 
subject referred to, and was informed by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners that 
a Minute was adopted on the 5th of April 1866, to the following effect : ‘ The 
Commissioners having read a paper of observations upon a letter recently pub- 
lished in * The Times’ newspaper, respecting the revenues of the Irish Church, 
by the Rev. William Maziere Brady, d.d., the same was approved and ordered 
to be printed for private circulation.’ This was all the information the Chief 
Secretary had on the subject, but if the document were moved for, he would 
ascertain from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners whether they would object to 
its being laid on the table.” 

One week after the matter had been thus brought under the notice of Par- 
liament, I had the honour of receiving the f oho wing unexpected communi- 
cation : 

“ Ecclesiastical Commission, 

24, Upper Merrion-street. Dublin, 

“ Reverend Sir, 13 December 1867. 

u As copies of the enclosed document have been this day placed in the hands of others 
beside the members of the Board, for whose private use it was originally printed, I am 
instructed to forward you a copy. 

“ I am, &c. 

(signed) “ Robert F. Franks, Secretary.” 

“ The Rev. W. Maziere Brady, d.d.” 

Without presuming to impute a discourtesy, which I am confident was not 
intended, I cannot refrain from observing upon the reason assigned for now 
spontaneously furnishing to me a document which had previously been 
pointedly refused me upon application. It was not given to me in order that 
I might have an opportunity of replying to its ex parte statements, before you 
stamped it with the authority of your approval. It is not out of any considera- 
tion of the justice of allowing me an opportunity of maintaining the accuracy 
of my statements, and proving them to he facts, not “ fallacies.” It was not 
out of deference to any expression of opinion in Parliament; but it was be- 
cause copies had been “ this day,” that is on the 13th day of December 1867, 
placed in the bands of others beside the members of the Board, as if a copy 
had not been, many months before, used by the compiler of the Church Insti- 
tution “ Facts.” 

I now proceed to make those remarks in reply to your “ Observations,” 
which, if your withholding of that document had not hindered me, should have 
been made 20 months ago. 

My original letter to “ The Times” called public attention to the fact that 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, when returning the sum of 448,943 l. as the 

net 
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net “ revenue of the Church,” omitted the stipends of curates, “ the value of 
see houses, glebe houses, pew-rents, and the large sums received and disbursed 
by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners.” I added : “ If these items were taken 
into account, the total would, perhaps, exceed 700,000/. but that, “ in the 
absence of any reliable returns, it was impossible to calculate with certainty 
the present revenues of the Establishment.” 

As you have arranged your “ Observations” under four heads, I shall ob- 
serve the same order in my reply. 

1st. As to Glebe Houses and See Houses : — 

My allegation that the value of see houses and glebe houses was altogether 
omitted by the Commissioners is not denied. The omission is confessed, but 
defended. It is argued that because, in many instances, the incumbent pays a 
portion, one-fourth or one-third, under the old, and a much smaller proportion 
under the new laws, of the original cost of erection, no value at all should be 
assigned to the house. On the same principle it might be contended that the 
value of glebe lands should not be added, inasmuch as in some cases an excessive, 
in many an exorbitant, rent is charged for them. The fair way is to assign a 
value to the house in the gross, and to allow for the charges on account of it, when 
estimating the net revenue. From the table of inquiry just sent out by the 
recently appointed Church Commission (of which Earl Stanhope is Chairman), it 
appears that this is the course taken by that body. On the other hand, the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland not only omitted the value of houses, 
without indicating the omission, but now say they omitted it “ because they know 
and can know nothing about it.” But they can get the value of houses as 
easily as that of lands, from the incumbents of livings. Besides, they have in 
actual operation a rule for estimating the value of glebe houses. Whenever a 
benefice is without a glebe house, they allow, as one of the legal deductions, 
the rent of one. That rent is not, in every case, the actual rent which the 
incumbent pays, but it is what, in the opinion of the Commissioners, after 
they have considered the value and other circumstances affecting each case, 
they consider he ought to pay. Thus, 40 I. would be allowed as house rent to 
the incumbent of a living worth 400 /. a year ; 50 1. to one worth 500 l. a year, 
and so in proportion. An example of the way in which the Commissioners 
deal with glebe houses is given at page 57 of the Stacpoole Return. There it 
is shown plainly, that the Commissioners, while including 1 00 L and upwards 
among the deductions from the gross value on foot of a glebe house on 
which the sum of 2,861 l. was expended, do not, when calculating either the 
gross or net revenue, assign one. farthing of value to the glebe house itself, 
which cost so much. It seems, however, only fair to include the value of see 
and glebe houses. Of the former there are 12 which, in the Returns of the 
Ecclesiastical Revenue Commission in 1833, are stated to have cost over 
1 30,000 /., and were valued at more than 2,500 l. a year. Of the latter there 
were, in 1864, according to the “ Facts” published by the Church Institution, 
.978. The value of these, if taken at 40 l. each, would be equivalent to an 
additional annual income of 39, 120 /. The aggregate value of see and glebe 
houses may safely be stated at 42,620 l. per annum, at the least. 

2nd. As to Curates’ Stipends : — 

The Commissioners, in their “ Observations,” say they “were only called on to 
give, and only professed to give, the value of livings, not stipendiary curacies.” 
But by looking to pages 1, 82, 111, and 114, of the Commissioners’ Return, it 
will be discovered that they were called on, not only for a return of the value 
of livings, which return appears at pages 82-111, but also for a separate return 
of ** the aggregate amount of the revenues of the Established Church.” This 
latter return is given at page 114, and professes to be a return, not of livings, 
but of “the aggregate amount of the revenues of the Established Church.” To 
omit the incomes of curates from a return of the net incomes of incumbents 
would be justifiable. Not so to omit curates’ salaries from a return either of 
the value of livings or of “ the revenues of the Established Church. 

The Commissioners assert that, “ in estimating the net value of livings over 
300 l. a year, they deducted curates’ salaries,” but only “ where the curates are 
regularly licensed and the incumbents actually resident.” The Commissioners 
seem to have attained additional information since the date of their return ; for 
it appears that when asked by Parliament for a “return, showing whether the 
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incumbent is resident,” and “ if not resident, whether he employs a curate, 
with th - amount paid to such curate,” they replied: — “ The Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners for Ireland have not the means of supplying the information required 
under this head.” When the Commissioners assert that they only deducted 
curates' salaries where the incumbents actually reside, they forgot at least one 
or two well-known livings in Dublin, where they deduct the curates’ stipends 
and tax the incumbents, although not actually resident, upon the basis of a net 
value, which is exclusive of those stipends. The Commissioners seem also to 
forgot some matters which, if they remembered, they would have refrained from 
declaring that “ nothing, therefore, can be more unfounded than to assert,” 
that “ the net value, as given by the Commissioners,” in many instances, repre- 
sents the “ net sum paid to clergymen for doing no clerical duty whatever.” 
The Commissioners scarcely require to be reminded that no clerical duty can 
be represented by the net sum of 291 /., paid to a non-resident rector in Tuam 
diocese, who, at the date of their return, had no church, and only four Anglican 
parishioners; or by the net sum of 1,399 paid to a rector in Ossory, who had 
three curates, for ministering to 204 Anglicans; or by the net sum of 290 /., 
paid in the case of a parish in Kilmore diocese, worth 485 L. gross, _ to an 
incumbent who was absent through sickness, and whose post town was a seaport 
in Hampshire; or by the net sum of 155/., paid in Cashel diocese to a non- 
resident incumbent who had neither church nor citrate ; or by the net sum of 
80/, paid to the dean of a Munster diocese, who, for 20 years has resided in 
Ulster, discharging the profitable, but not clerical, functions of a land agent ; or 
by the net sum of 163/., paid to a Killaloe prebendary whose residence is at 
Bath ; or by the net sum of 206 /., paid to a rector in the same diocese who 
lives at Tunbridge Wells. 

It seems, however, that my original statement that the net value of livings, 
as returned by the Commissioners, was “ exclusive of all stipends ” paid to 
curates, is not entirely correct. The Commissioners did not exclude all those 
stipends, hut only the larger portion of them. For the error the Commissioners 


themselves are responsible They arranged the value of livings in five separate 
columns. The first contained the gross, the other four the different varieties of 
the net income. The second column gives the “ net value after all deductions 
directed by law ” (and the law directs the stipends of assistant curates to be 
deducted) “ in estiuiating ecclesiastical tax, but not deducting the tax.” The 
third column gives the “ net value after all similar deductions, except poor 
rates, county cess, and income tax,” and without excepting curates’ salaries. 
The fourth column gives the net value after deducting ecclesiastical tax, and 
the fifth gives the “net value after all deductions, so far as same are known to 
tn? Commissioners.” In two, of the four net columns, it is distinctly — and in 
the other two it is inferentially stated, that the net value is calculated after all 
legal deductions, and, as curates’ stipends are undoubtedly legal deductions, it 
was presumed, as the return asserted it, that they really were deducted. The 
Commissioners confirmed this conclusion, which was the only one. that could 
have been drawn from the tables of net and gross value, by another statement 
ot page 114 ot their return. They there distinctly specified the deductions 
wh-ch they had omitted, “ upon livings under 300 /. (which are abouc 1,070 in 
liui :.o i\ out of a total of 1,510) for poor rates, county cess, and income tax, 
the particulars of which deductions are officially unknown to the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, such livings not being liable to tax.” It thus appears that the 
omitted deductions contain no reference to curates’ stipends, which, conse- 
quently, it was only natural to infer had been already deducted. 

The Commissioners now say, contrary to the terms of their own return, that 
they omitted to deduct, not only the salaries of curates of non-resident 
incumbents, of whom they profess ignorance, and of curates not formally 
licensed, who are not specified in the returns, but also “ the curates of incum- 
bents under 300 1. a year, of whom the Commissioners know nothin 0 -, never 
having been called on to allow their salaries as a deduction in valuing the living 
for tax. ihe words “under 300/. a year” are intended to mean “under 
300 /. a year of gross value,” . for it would be untrue to say that the salaries of 
curates are never deducted in the process of calculating the taxable value of 
ir rugs, whose net value after all legal deductions, is under 300 /. a year. The 
ST?®® ^i loh T are und . e . r 300 \ a y ea r gross, are in number 824, and include 
218 perpetual cures, which as they average only 105 /. yearly, may be considered 


as 
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as insufficient in value to maintain assistant curates. They include also 
215 livings, of which the total value is a little over 27,500 /., and of which the 
average value is only 120/. gross. These poor livings are as little able as 
perpetual cures to maintain an assistant curate, and in point of fact there is no 
curate assigned to any one of them in either the Stacpoole Returns or in the 
Church Directories. Deducting these 215 poor livings, and the 218 perpetual 
cures from the total of 824 livings which are under 300/. a year gross, it 
appears that 391 livings remain as the probable number of livings under 300/. 
a year gross, where curates’ salaries have not been deducted by the Com- 
missioners. The whole number of livings being 1,510, and the livings whose 
curates’ stipends may not have been deducted being 391, that is, about one- 
fourth of the entire, it seems fair to conclude that the Commissioners deducted 
in their return the stipends of three-fourths of the entire number of curates. 
The entire number of curates is 662, and three-fourths of them, will be 197. 
At 85 l. each their stipends would amount to more than 42,000 /. 

3rd. As to Pew Rents : — 

The Commissioners say that the pew rents are very inconsiderable in Ireland, 
and that their amount is unknown to them, “ except in a very few cases.” As 
the Commissioners professed to give a return of Church revenue arising from 
land rent-charge “or any other source,” and as they say they had official 
knowledge of pew rents in “ a very few cases,” it would have been satisfactory 
if they had added the amount, or else distinctly stated the omission. In Dublin 
alone, 3,475 l. is the amount of pew rents in less than a dozen proprietary or 
district chapels. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners deprecate the insertion of 
this item of pew rents. The new Commissioners, on the contrary, specifically 
include it. 

4th. As to the Income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners : — 

The Irish Commissioners allow that they omitted, from their return of the 
revenues of the Church, the bulk of the revenues they administer, but they 
defend the omission on the ground that “ the great proportion of this fund goes 
in relief of the laity, not for the use of the clergy, having been substituted, by 
the Church Temporalities Act, for church rates.” The distinction thus made 
between ecclesiastical funds used for “the relief of the laity,” aad funds “ for 
the use of the clergy,” would seem to ascribe to the clergy a commonwealth of 
their own, and apart from the laity, such as is often spoken of, whether truly 
or untruly, is not now asserted, as existing in the Roman Catholic Church. 
This distinction, however, will scarcely be recognised as a valid one by those 
members of the Established Church, who believe that the clergy themselves 
and all they possess exist for the benefit of the laity, and who believe that the 
clergy and laity form the Church, and that the clergy, as well as the laity, enjoy 
the use of the churches, and church requisites of every kind, and avail them- 
selves of the assistance of the parish clerks and sextons in the discharge of 
their functions. The great proportion of the income of the Commissioners is 
derived from the estates of suppressed bishopric;;, from suspended dignities and 
benefices, and disappropriated tithes. The income from these sources alone, 
amounted, on an average of three years ending 1st August 1864, to 76,8/6 /. 
annually. There seems nothing, either in the source from which this income 
is derived, which is wholly an ecclesiastical one, or in its expenditure, which is 
for ecclesiastical purposes, to withdraw it from the revenues ot theChurca. t he 
total income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, not reckoning balances in 
bank or the Boulter and Robinson Funds, was, on an average of three years 
ending 1st August 1864, no less than 142,418 Z. annually. Of this large income, 
the sum of 20,5/8 /. only was included in the Commissioners’ return .of church 
revenue, being the aggregate of three sums, namely, 12.600 1. in lieu of 
ministers’ money, 6,000 l. in augmentation of small livings, and 1,978 /• paivl to 
incumbents of parishes where the tithes have been disappropriated. The only 
other sums which “go into the pockets of the clergy” are, according to the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, some small amounts, in all 4,102/., paid to 
curates, vicars -choral, and choir-men. Of the balance, it appears that the 
sum of 49,354 Z. is annually spent in church building and repairing (woich sum. 
includes 12,707 l. of voluntary subscriptions for the same purpose), the sum of 
36,330 l. on clerks, sextons, and requisites for Divine service, and the suin of 

■ ,nA A 4 9,958/. 
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9,958 l. for salaries to Commissioners, their clerks and solicitor, and for rents 
and office expenses, besides other sums invested or disbursed in various ways. 

If the different sums arising from the value of see and glebe houses, curates’ 
stipends, pew rents, and the income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, be 
now added to the sum of 448,943 returned as the net value of livings, the 
aggregate amount will be found nearer to 700,000 /. than to 600,000 l. But 
no returns have yet been furnished by which one can “ calculate with certainty 
the present revenues of the Establishment.” 

Whoever reads attentively the Stacpoole Returns will perceive, with regret, 
that the object which Parliament sought to attain by ordering those Returns, 
has not been effected. If satisfactory replies to the seven or eight different 
inquiries of Mr. Stacpoole had been given, a body of information would have 
been afforded, which, taken in conjunction with the information supplied by 
previous retprns, would have, perhaps, rendered unnecessary the labours of the 
new Church Commission. A true account of the “ aggregate revenues of the 
Church in Ireland, whether derived from land, rent-charge, or any other 
source,” ought to include — beside rent-charge, the actual letting value of lands 
and houses, and the income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners— all those 
“ other ” sources of income, such as pew rents, local voluntary subscriptions, 
parochial endowments, and funds (whence the stipends of curates are often 
paid), and the sums to which the clergy are legally entitled as chaplains to 
various public institutions. The aggregate amount of this income from 
“ other ” sources wholly ignored by the Commissioners, is very great, and it is 
impossible, without an accurate knowledge of it, to draw any correct compa- 
rison between the pecuniary resources of the Established Church in Ireland 
and the actual work it has to perform. But neither the Diocesan Registrars 
nor the Ecclesiastical Commissioners seem to have been able or desirous to 
collect or communicate the required information. Some of the registrars, 
indeed, appear to have entertained more liberal views than the Commissioners, 
for they answer, in some respects, the inquiries of Parliament much more 
minutely than the Commissioners do. The value of the registrars’ return is, 
however, materially affected by their freqent inaccuracy and the want of any 
uniform plan. The Ecclesiastical Commissioners seem not to have met the 
inquiries of Parliament in a generous spirit, for they confessedly “ limited 
their return to their official knowledge,” a knowledge of certain items of the 
gross and net value of the livings arranged for a special and limited purpose ; 
the imposition of ecclesiastical tax. When the Commissioners are called on 
for a return “ of the value of each living,” they reply with a tabular view of 
the gross and net value as it appeared in their own books ; and when asked for 
a return of “ the aggregate amount of the revenue of the Established Church, 
whether derived from land, rent-charge, or any other source,” they give pre- 
cisely the same answer, only omitting the tables. They regard nothing as 
• Church revenue” except what “ goes into the pockets” of incumbents, and 
even deny the status of clergymen to the unbeneficed ministers, for they 
speak— apologetically— of « adding the curates to the clergy.” The returns, 
moreover, which they do give are deceptive in many particulars. The gross 
value of livings is not the gross value, being in one respect too much, for it 
includes some items as, for instance, part of the endowments of perpetual 
cures— which are counted twice over, and in another respect too little, for it 
omits many items of clerical income, which by law belong to incumbents 
although they do not enter into the calculations for imposing ecclesiastical tax! 
in Jr n f™ lue 1S altogether deceptive, for it excludes the incomes of the greater 
part ot the curates, and contains a statement calculated to convey a most erro- 
neous idea of the value of the greater number of livings. The Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners concluded. their Parliamentary Return by an assertion that 1,070 
out ol a total of^ 1,510 livings, were under 300 /. a year, and they conclude their 
b y assertion, that “ no less than 1,070 of the 1 510 


livings ” are “ under 300 /. 


a year gross.” Any one who cares to test the 


aSSert - 0n m % easil y d ° 80 reckoning in the gross value 
oluinn in the Commissioners Return the livings which are under 300/. a year. 

Io7oTiS bB fl i™f *° be . n0t ‘i 070 ’ but 824 in number - There are > indeed, 
from ^ if 6 not A tax f b y «“ Commissioners ; but their exemption 

from tax is not m all cases due to the reason which the Commissioners assign. 

These 
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These 1,070 or 1,0/2 untaxed livings are to be found in the third net column 
of the Commissioners’ Return. Some of them are untaxed, not because they 
are under 300 Z. a year gross, but because they have not been “ vacant since 
the passing of the Church Tax Acts.” Of such livings are Ardtrea, worth 
486 Z. net; Charlestown, worth 302 Z. net; Desertlyn, worth 361 l. net; Do- 
noghmore, worth 956 Z. net ; Drumcree, worth 833 1. net ; Kildress, worth 
602 Z. net; and Tullaniskin, worth 376/. net. Others, among these 1,072 
livings, are untaxed, not for the reason given by the Commissioners— namely, 
that they are “ under 300 Z. a year gross ’’—but because their net value, after 
legal deductions, is under 300 Z. a year. Of this kind of untaxed livings are 
the Deanery of Armagh, worth 316 /. gross ; Baronstown, worth 330 I. gross ; 
Clonoe, worth 330 l. gross ; Collon, worth 375 Z. gross ; Dunleer, worth 377 /. 
gross ; Keady, worth 312 Z. gross ; and Kilsaran, worth 342 /. gross. Here are 
14 instances, drawn from the Commissioners’ Return, and occurring, all of 
them, in the single diocese of Armagh, which conclusively disprove the state- 
ment made by the Commissioners in their return, repeated in their “ Obser- 
vations,” and so much relied on by those who understate the amount of Irish 
Church revenues — that there are actually 1,070 out of 1,510 livings whose 
gross value is under 300 Z. a year. 

The errors and inconsistencies in the “ Stacpoole” Returns, exhibited both 
by the Registrars and the Commissioners, are deplorably numerous. The same 
parish is returned by the Registrar as worth 1,166/., and by the Commis- 
sioners as worth 1 50 Z. gross, and 399 Z. net ! A certain deanery is said by the 
Commissioners to be worth 854 /. gross, and 228 Z. ner, while the Registrar asserts 
the same deanery to be worth only 66 Z. 10 s. 10 d. In many dioceses the Regis- 
trars and Commissioners give identically the same value to livings, while in other 
dioceses the Registrars and Commissioners assign, to the same livings, valu- 
ations differing from each other by as much as 70 /. per living. The Regis- 
trars sometimes omit a living altogether. The Commissioners ignore vicarages 
choral. It is impossible, therefore, to believe the “ Stacpoole ” Returns to be 
wholly true, and it would be improper to describe them as wholly false. But 
it is evident that the Commissioners ’ Returns, however they may give, occa- 
sionally, the true value of a living, contribute little towards our knowlege of 
“ the aggregate amount of the revenues of the Established Church, whether 
derived from land, rent-charge, or any other source.” 

I remain, &c. 

Donoghpatriek, Navan, (signed) IV. Maziere Brady, d.d. 

21 December 1867- 


— No. 3. — 

Letter from Dr. Brady to the Commissioners, dated 8th June 1863. 

To the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland. 

My Lords and Gentlemen, 

I beg to acknowledge the receipt of your letter, dated the 3rd January, in 
which, as a reply to my lettsr of the 21st of December last, you state that “ as 
the value of Church property in Ireland is now the subject of public inquiry 
before a Royal Commission,” you “ consider any private discussion on the 
subject would be out of place.” Were it my desire to dispute the justice of 
your conclusion on merely personal grounds, I might do so. Your “ Obser- 
vations” on my public letter to the “ Times” were, kept “ private,"’ as far as I 
was concerned, for nearly two years, by your refusal to let me see them, although 
they were “ printed for private circulation” by order of your Board, distributed 
among those for whom you prepared them, and publicly used by the officer of 
the Church Institution, a body whose tactics were denounced in the House of 
Peers by an Irish bishop as mischievous to the Church in Ireland. \ ou lately 
sent me an unexpected copy of those “ Observations,” wherein you charge me 
with erroneous and “ unfounded ” assertions, and now, having received my 
reply, you neither modify, retract, nor substantiate your charges. 

With the statement, that a “ private discussion” as to the revenues of the 
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Established Church would be “ out of place,” I entirely concur, though not 
merely for the reason you allege, namely, that these revenues are now the 
subject of public inquiry before a Royal Commission. Why you should have 
thought of a private discussion, I am unable to comprehend. But on the 
general question of the expediency of discussion at present, your decision, and 
the reason of it, seem to call for comment. It is startling to find discussion 
deprecated concerning Church property because it now forms “ the subject of 
public inquiry before a Royal Commission.” To most persons this would appear 
a strong reason why it should be discussed. The inquiry of the Royal Com- 
mission^ so far as yet is known, is not more public than that of the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners, of which the result appears in the “ Stacpoole” Returns of 1864, 
and the “ Murphy” Returns of 1867, both of which returns, owing chiefly to 
their defective arrangement, have tended rather to mislead than instruct public 
opinion. Indeed the latter return is worse than useless ; for, in consequence of 
its including, without distinguishing, some, but not all, voluntary subscriptions, 
among the sums expended by the Commissioners, it gave occasion to an English 
writer to underrate the liberality of Irish churchmen in contributing to the 
erection of new churches. The Royal seem to follow the example of the 
Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and to seek their information in the same way by 
circulars issued to the clergy. With respect, however, to some items of inquiry, 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners have arranged, and perhaps rightly, to be 
themselves the exclusive medium of furnishing information to the Royal Com- 
mission. The “ Observations” of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners have, it 
appears, failed to induce the Royal Commissioners to exclude pew rents and 
glebe houses from their inquiry ; and it is certain that the enormous “ income of 
the Ecclesiastical Commissioners for Ireland” is not to be deemed a lay property. 
But there are other sources of income which the “ Stacpoole” Returns omitted, 
hut which ought not to be excluded from the Royal investigation. The present 
seems the proper time for ascertaining these and other important particulars, 
which it will be too late to discuss in, perhaps, a year hence, when the Royal 
Commission shall have closed its labours by submitting its returns to Parlia- 
ment. 

Indeed, a distinguished member of your Board, the Bishop of Ossory, evidently 
considers it by no means “ out of place” to discuss at present the subject of 
Church property ; for although the Royal Commission has only commenced its 
inquiry, he has given circulation to a new edition of his pamphlet, called “ The 
Case of the Established Church in Ireland,” in which appear, besides other 
extraordinary assertions, some most erroneous statements, based apparently 
upon a misapprehension of the returns of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 
Thus, at page 10 of his “ Case,” the Bishop, mistaking the number 1,510, which 
is the number of Irish livings returned by his brother Commissioners, for the 
number of clergymen in 1863. which was 2,1 32, labours to prove false and 
absurd an assertion which is perfectly true, namely, that in Ireland, in 1 863, 
there was one clergyman to every 325 Church people. “ This,” writes the 
Bishop, who evidently multiplied 325 by 1,510, instead of by 2,132, “ would 
give 490,750 as the whole Church population of Ireland,” and would reduce 
that population “ by 202,250, nearly one-third of the entire.” Again, at 
page 23 of his “ Case,” the Bishop betrayed by the “ Stacpoole” Returns of the 
Commissioners, estimates the number of “ parochial clergy ” at 1,510, thus 
totally ignoring the curates, and then proceeds to compare the net income of 
Irish livings, as stated by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, with the gross 
incomes of English incumbents. It is, of course, improper to compare an Irish 
net income, which remains to the incumbent after payment of curates’ salaries 
and other items, with a gross income out of which such items have to be paid. 
But to find the income of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, and many other 
items of Church revemie, amounting, confessedly, to much more than 100,000 l , 
omitted from “ the true state of the Established Church in Ireland,” as depicted 
by an Ecclesiastical Commissioner, is altogether astonishing. At this grave 
juncture a deep responsibility would lie upon any persons, but especially upon 
any churchmen, who would allow their own supposed interests to stand in the 
way of justice and the general welfare. Good men, indeed, will differ as to the 
course that should he adopted at the present crisis, but all must agree in 
believing that the country should have clearly before her the facts, on which 

her 
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her course of action should be founded. Yet many attempts have been made, 
not unsuccessfully, to conceal the truth concerning the state of the Irish Church, 
and to mystify public opinion. Far be it from me to accuse the Ecclesiastical 
Commissioners for Ireland of such attempts, but it is evident that they have 
not afforded that ample information which the Legislature and the country have 
a right to expect at the hands of a public Board. 

I remain, &c. 

(signed) W. Maziere Brady , d.d. 

Donoghpatrick, Navan, 8 January 1868. 
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COPY of Observations on Dr. Maziere Brady 3 s 
Letter to £c The Times,” of 26 March I860, by 
the Irish Ecclesiastical Commissioners, together 
wish any Replies to the Observations addressed 
to the Ecclesiastical Commissioners by Dr. 
Maziere Brady. 


(Mr. Mouse 11.) 


Ordered, by The House of Commons, to be 'Printed, 
15 May 1 868. 
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